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Direction in Response to City Manager's March 15, 2019 Memo re: 

Land Development Code Revision Policy Guidance 

Each of the City Manager's five questions is restated below and followed by specific direction. 


Question 1. Scope of Code Revision. To what extent should the Land Development Code be revised? 

Option A Adopt a new Land Development Code, consisting of: 

i. A new Land Development Code (text) and Zoning Map, to take effect 
concurrently; or 

ii. A new Land Development Code (text) only, with the effective date 
deferred until Council adopts a new Zoning Map. 

Option B Adopt a limited set of amendments to the existing Land Development Code, 
targeting improvements in one or more policy areas. 

In response to Question 1, the City Council selects Option A.i. and provides the following additional 
direction: 

1. Overall Scope . The code revision process should use the staff-recommended Draft 3 (text and 
map) as a baseline, with revisions made to implement policy direction provided below and in 
response to Questions 2-5. Staff should also review recommendations previously made by 
boards and commissions on Draft 3 and incorporate those with which staff agrees (all or in 
part), using a process such as that used for the Austin Strategic Mobility Plan. 

„ 2 - Timeline. The manage^, should have a revised Land Development Code (text) and Zoning Map 
ready for Council action on First Reading in October of this year ( after Planning Commission 
issues their report on the text and ma p as part of the required processt he P l anning rnmmkcinn 
having a l r e ady issued its report on tho now Code and Map ). 

3. Communication . The Manager should establish and communicate clearly the public input 
process for Council's adoption of the revised Land Development Code, including timelines and 
opportunities for public input. 

4. Codeje x t . The revised Land Development Code should be sufficiently clear and unambiguous 
that administrative criteria manuals are not relied upon to establish policy, except in 
circumstances where Council has directed that particular requirements be established 
administratively. The revised Code t ext and map should result in reduced ritv-wide impervious 
cover and improv ed citv-wide water quality. 
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h Fo rmer Title 25 (F25) /.oning cl assif 

^-^nlngJVTa^. The revised zoning map should limi , n0 s -, m i| a r district exists Unri ^ , 

to unique zoning districts (e.g., NCCDs and PDAs) or that ex j S t today and are 0 f ^ 6 

revised Land Development Code. Specialized lonmi' an d re gulating plans,shouMbe 

contained in the new Code, such as Planned Unit Develop 

carried over and not be classified as F25. fnn/njrLil Llhe new_c od< L and map. 

— Existin S NCCDs should be preserved_andjgm^ 

ho wever, Code and Zoning Map be|ow and ^ 

and Transition Area mapping (consiste nt with Coun_- U— 

response to Questions 2-5) should be a pplied to those NCCD s. 
fe b. Common COs that are generally ineorpor a tedM onmigm ^ SSlf Mt '° nS 
not to be carried forward; other, unique COs are carried forward an—are su iec O 

change with any future rezoning. 


ation 


Question 2. Housing Capacity. To what extent should the Land Development Code provide for 
additional housing capacity in order to achieve the 135,000 additional housing units 
recommended by the Strategic Housing Blueprint ? 

Option A Maintain the level of housing capacity provided by current 
Code (i.e., approximately 145,000 new units); 

Option B Provide a level of housing capacity comparable to Draft 3 of 
CodeNEXT (i.e., approximately 287,000 new units); or 
Option C Provide greater housing capacity than Draft 3, through 
enhanced measures to allow construction of additional 
residential units. 


In response to Question 2, the City Council selects Option C and provides the following additional 
direction: 

1. Objective . The revised Land Development Code should provide a greater level of housing 
capacity than Draft 3, and the City Manager should consider this goal in developing proposed 
revisions to the Code text and zoning map. 

—Tl^e new code and map should allow for housing capacity equivalent te4we-to three times 
the Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint (ASHB) goal of 135,000 new housing units as well 
as for ASHB goals of 60,000 affordable housing units, and 30% Missing Middle Housing 

and be achieved in a manner consistent with direction provided throughout this 
document. 

-- in general, within activi ty centers, along activity corridors, along thp nrinritv/ 

n etwork, and in transition areas, additional entitlements bevnn H^^ lllr | 

only be provided: 

i. to increase the supply of missing middle housing. or r 

ik. through a density bonus that requires some measure of affordahio housing 
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alongside market rate unit s through n density koma gi __ | 1m rp>f - n - inn ^ 

^-la- gen oral, a d d i tional by ripht entit l ements ach ieved-fcbfough mupping 

af ^rc bbI c h ou s i n g aI o ngci ^c mj^kct r ote u nitj'ii^ a ct iv ity c uigor^nlmig3ctlvlt'/co rri dn r^ 

a nd in transition areas, and of missing middle hous i ng- ■ ■■ - t t u P 

-B y - richt entitlements should only be granted whore that e nt i t lement 

re quirement to prov *d< 

... h- 

affordable housing bonus opportuniti es ^ „*rifiratinn should 

c. The granting of new entitlements in areas currently or susceptible to ^"of o d 
“be limited so as to reduce displacement and dis-incentivize the redeve opment of olde, 
multi-family residential development, unless substantial increase 
affordable housing will be otherwise achieved, 
jjj 

ode Text Code revisions to provide additional housing capacity should include: 

"~TTS r ^.«.. activity centers and o n activity corridors application of n0 -^— 6 

regulations should be prioriti z ed in a manner that allows for greater po enj p 

...It wieiric than woul d otherwise he achieved without prioritizatio n, ^ .^ 

^Iatton*w4l^^ for highe^ Y*!^ 

w i thin activ i ty - ee ntu-. un d ho ntin g orti vity ro rrid of y -Sufeje^ ‘ 

of n un zu ning regulation s will ho for transport a t io n [ Op t* 

acquisition, traffic-m il ig uliu n u n d ti unipn rt n t in n de m a nd mnnagcmant, d n m n gry ^atef 

quality, [Option: Parkland dedication, heritage tree p rcoor/atioftfr 
b A city-led testing process to assess the impact of revised regulations which includes 
participation by design and technical professionals. The testing should examine how the 
proposed zoning and non-zoning code provisions perform when applied to various types 

and scales of development. . , . 

^Measures to dis-incentivize the demolition and replacement of an existing housing un.t(s) 

with a single, larger housing unit. 

d. Residential uses should be allowed in commercial zoning categories, 
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pyj«;ting structure ^ ^ s hould include broader use 

- Zoning Map . Map revisions to provide* add ^° jty bon uses than in Praft nirL rPcult of the 
of zones that a.low for affordable 

a. Greater h »iKinf>rapacity injhe-- ^Ho 

direction in Questions 3 and4jgg^^ 

area mapping cri teria ; at the same 

contribute to reach ing our ASHB and Austin £ 

mode shift goals as welb 



Question 3. 


.issing Middle Housing Types. To what extent should the Land ^ 

icourage more "missing-middle" housing types, such as duplexes, P 

,., n Knmnr mHaap rnnrK and accessory dwelling units? 


Option A Maintain the range of housing types provided for by the 
current Land Development Code; 

Option B Provide for a range of housing types comparable to Draft 3, 
or 

Option C Provide for a greater range of housing types than Draft 3. 


in response to Question 3, the City Council selects Option C and provides the following additional 
directions 

1 Code Text. Code revisions to increase the supply of missing middle housing should include. 


^ a _Allowing accessory dwelling units (ADUs), both external and internal/attached, to 

be permitted and more easily developed in all residential zones; 

k b _Where appropriate, allowing new housing types to qualify as ADUs, including tiny 

homes on wheels, Airstre am-style trailers, modular homes, and 3D-printed homes; and 

^_Reduced site development standards for missing middle housing options such as 

duplexes, multiplexes, townhomes, and cottage courts in order to facilitate development 
of additional units. 

2 Zoning Map . The goal of providing additional missing middle housing should inform the mapping 
of transition zones, consistent with the direction provided throughout this document. 
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~ np\^ ki: 

in tran sition areas adja cent to activity, 

.—^-^HSitprioritv nPtwnri, 

area should he two (2) to (51 lots deep be yond the 

U ^^ gg ^nd ^cale of any transition are* should be s et considering context 

and Dlanninp nrinrinlp, Mich asth o *e set out in the direction for 

Question A 


Q Stion 4. Compatibility Standards. To what extent should the City's "compatibility standards" l>e., 
rules limiting development near residential properties) be modified to provide additiona 
opportunities for development? 


Option A Maintain compatibility standards comparable to those in the 
current Land Development Code; 

Option B Reduce the impact of compatibility standards on 

development to a degree consistent with changes proposed 
in Draft 3; or 

Option C Reduce the impact of compatibility standards on 

development to a greater degree than Draft 3. 


In response to Question 4, the City Council selects Option C ond provides the following additionol 
direction: 

1. Objective. The code revision should reduce the impact of compatibility standards on 
development within activity centers and activity corridors to a greater extent than Draft 3. 

2 Code Text . Maintain Draft 3's no-build and vegetative buffers between residential and 
commercial uses, as well as compatibility triggers and standards for properties adjacent to 
Residential House-Scale The nnlv exception should be that the highest density 
Residential House-Scale zones should not tri gge r compatibility onto the lowest dens ity 

Residential Multifamilv zo n es in order to create smooth transitio ns, 

3.3 zoning Map . Compatibility standards and initial mapping should work together in a way 
• that maximizes housing capacity on parcels fronting activity corridors , the Transit _Pnor^ 
Network ^, and within activity centers, consistent with applicable base zoning regulations and 

with any Affordable Housing Bonus otherwise available. 

^_The revised zoning map should include a transition zone that will eliminate the impact 

of compatibility for parcels along all activity corridors and within activity centers. 

„ At a minimum, yot(s) adjacent to parcels fronting an activity corridor will be mapped 
With a residential multi - unit zoning category zone (RM1 and above fthat does not trigger 
compatibility_and_-af>d-is in scale with any adjacent residential house-scale zonespthji 
could also occur at the hack end of a de ep c orridor lot if such is necessary to ach ievethe 

same result. 
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nnt occur in some situations, if \ 

14 _ 5 uch mapping of this minimal transition zone may 

Council can craft specif,c, context sensit.ve general criteria tha p 
sufficient mapping direction. (Such criteria, if any, would need to provided by 

Council 1 . . . >„ nC iii«^death7-tf-C ounei l can craft 

specif i c, content sensitive? C* '» u> j I u- itcna thnt p ro v i de , nr Rpv/kinnc; 

d irection. (Such cr i terh, if any, would need to b o d ivided by rni1 ^ ^ mppf qn mp or 
Should map properties f or missing middle housing in 

all of the following criteri a. Fntitlements and length of transition areas s o —Y 

mnrP nr less intent for areas that meet mo^ ZjweT^^ 

respectively. .. 

l ncated on Transit Priority Network, or Im agine Austin Centers or Corriq o_ 

Inrated within the Urban C ore as defined by the Residential Design a n_ 

Compatibility Standards Area (M cMansion Ordinance) 

iii Has a well-connected street grid 

iw I nrated in a higher opportunity a rea as defined in the Enterprise Opportumty3 6Q. 

c. ao.th and .rale of transition zones should be red uced so that the transition zonej sl 
Hn nnt overlap with the majority of the existin g sin gle-family neighborhood ar ea, 
ri lonoth and I pvpI of entitlement in transitio n zo nes should be substantially feduced jn 
' "Vulnprable" arpas idontified in the UT Gentr i fication Study, regardless of the number of 

criteria met above^ 

p i ntfsl adjacent to parcels fro n ting an activity corridor will be mapped with a zone (R M_ . 
a nH ahnv/Pi that does not trigg e r compatibility and that could prov.de a step-down m sq ale 
(mm thp 7 nnp of the parcel fronting an acti vity c orridor. For a shallow lot on a -^^ 
mncidpratinn will be given to maintaini ng the zoning of the corridor-fronting lot to __e 

adjoining rear lot, if appropriate, 

f. Trancitinne in stale should generally occur mid-block \ 

, Parrpls on opposite sides of'stro pts should generally ho mapped with zones ofsirmlar 

h Transition areas sh ould stPb down to residential honsP scale as quickly as P°-^wbM 
nrnviHinp for a grarpful transition in scalef ro m the zone of the parcel frontmfi inactivity 

corridor. 

i. Transition zones sh ould generally end mid-block, 
i D/i h Q »ho ipa^t intense zone within a transition are a, 

l v./iii nrnvirip a proiection^^^Mnarnidd le housing capaaty th emagBin£ 

mao enables us to achieve AS HB and ASMP RQ3 . l L 
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Clng Rec > u,r ements. io what extc-nt should the City's minimum parking requirements 


jestion 5. p arkj( 

Modified to provide additional opportunities for development and/or encourage 
1 options consistent with the Imagine Austin comprehensive plan? 

°Ption A 

Option B 


Option C 


Maintain minimum parking requirements comparable to 
those established in the current Land Development Code; 
Reduce the impact of minimum parking requirements on 
development to the same degree as Draft 3; or 
Reduce the impact of minimum parking requirements on 
development to a greater than Draft 3. 


In response to Question 5, the City Council selects Option C and provides the following additional 

direction: 


Objective . The code revision should seek to reduce the impact of minimum parking 

requirements on development to a greater degree than Draft 3. 

2. Code Text . 

a. Minimum parking requirements should be eliminated in areas that are within the % mile 
walkshed of activity centers, activity corridors, and transit pri ority network, transit stations 
with high - frequency sorvice> -except for areas where reductions in parking would be 
particularly disruptive ( conditions to be determined by staff o.g., neighborhoods wit h narrow 

s treets and no sid e wa l ks, areas near urban schoo ls). 

b. ADA-compliant parking should be required for certain larger scale developments 
(commercial and residential), even if no minimum parking is otherwise required. 

c. Code revisions should provide that parking structures are able to evolve over time as 
transportation patterns change, including design standards for structured parking that w,ll 
facilitate eventual conversion to residential or commercial uses. 


Addition li Plann i ng,- 
[I n addition t- the areas covered by tho Managers five quest io ns, Council ”^ n s idQr adding 



next wenM 
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